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DAVID H. WEAVER.
and G. CLEVELAND WILHQIT .

News Media C ovemge of U.S. Senators
in Four Congresses, 1953-1974

LY

DAVID H..WEAVER and G. CLEVELAND WILHOIT are both
on the journalism faculty at Indiana University, Dr. Wilhoit as
professor and Dr. Weaver as associate professor and director of the
‘Bureau of Media Research. They thank Professors Phillip Tich-
enor,’ Jeff Fishel, Leroy Rieselbach, Sharon Dunwoody and Paul
Hagner for their theoretical and methodologica) contributions, and
graduate students Brian Werth and Stephen Sellers for their help in
collecting and analyzing the data. From their master's theses Magy
Ann Wood and Joseph W. Ward generously provided data on cov*
srage of the 89th Congress by the Eastern and Western prestige
newspapers. Constance Carter of the Library of Congress also pro-
vided valuable assistance in locating relatedsstudies. “
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'Senate should organize its public

oA . . we 1" -
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| Dramauc growth in’ the pdw

- utive branch in the Amerrcan political § tem duzing thc last.sever- ,

lews of thé legnslanve branch. The Waterg‘ate sca dal 't may have se- -

verély weakened the power of the presidency and eightened that of
Congress, but the concern about Congressxonal ommur:x'icanon is
still great. ,.. '

Many legistators and othor analysts sée press cq
as “occasional, haphazard, and unbalanced.”

political scientise specializing in legislatiye be}
ditibnal press coverage of Congress is essentij 1 to increasing the acv

These problems of communication wefe amo‘ng the. major con-
¢erns. of the recent U.S. Commission on
ate. A major recommendauoﬁ of the cqfty
munication ‘into ‘a ‘central

staff responsibility, coordmatmg the infprmation effortsof senatdrs
and committees wofking on priority isgues, arrangmg-news confér-
ences regularly and e.stabl’lshmg a preg briefing room uhder Senate
ontml . '
In contrast, some scholars see.t

Sendte as havmg' taken’ much

velopmem of extensive nationz psess coverage in recent decades

-appears to have had a profo d effect on the Séhate He says the,

. -

verage of Congress *
'They argue that .
such unsystematic public inforfnation — in confrast to more direct’
~ and thorough media concentrauon on the exefutive branch —con:
mbutes to wxdespread ignorance abopt the workings of Congress.
" and to sagging credibility i¥ the eyes ot"constifuents.* Rlegelbach a.

avror argues that ad-

e Operation of the Sen- -
1ssion was‘that the U.S.-

A . Y
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1ty conferring both stature'and 'Presxdemxal potentxal on senators 6

** Blanchard’s study of Congressxonal co‘rrespondents found report-
“ers agreeing that the Senate was given greater press attention than
the House.” Concluding that media preogcupauon with the Senate

was not necessarily undesirable, Blagchard agreed with Polsby that .

the patterns.of national press coveragy of the Senate are consistent
* with the emergence of the Senate as agreat forum, an echo cham-
ber, a pubhcxty machine.” Polsby sees the Senate- press relationship
-as functioning to@?cubate policy innovations through ‘great de-

: bates .and the “hidden hand of. self-promation” of md1v1dual sen-

ators )

These arguments point to the need for.a'firmer idea of the actual
_patterns of Senate news coverage. What factors determine which
_senators are visible and which suffer relative media obscurity? .

The present research uses Lll'IObt}J.ISlVC documentary data, pri-
marily, to study post-World War II patterns of Senate news in ma-
jor media, regional and national. The central questions guiding the

work are these: To what extent do the institutional-structural as--*

pects of the Senate, such as seniority, committee assignment and
senatorial staff size, affect the news potential, of individual senators?
Do institutional factors create an opportunity structure from which
certdin senators may gain greater publicity for.their activities than
their less fortunasé colleagues? Or, do journalists, as they often gs-
sert, merely sc ek out senators who are active or who have somethmg

important to say, wrt‘hout regard to their institutional position with-
ifthe Senate?

-

-

Theoretical Perspective: Congress and the Press ¥ .

¢

Much of the classic work on Congress, especially Matthews’ wide-
ly quoted research on the Senate," emphasized the formal and in-

formal institutional aspects of the federal legislature—seniority.:

committee structure, norms and folkways —in explaining legislative
qorganization and behavior. The more recent workon Congress

places a much greater emphasxs upon the conscious, goal-directed .

strategles of individual members and less upon behavior which is in
some way Shaped by unwritten norms, role expe txonuof institu-
Yionalized behavior patterns. Polgby, for exam argues that the
evidence of an inner-club - a conformist, powerful, controlling

2
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- group of senators—is slim, and that power is much more diffuse
than an inner club argument would-saggest. At least, he says, the

' negative powers to stall, amend, alter or block legislation are widely

-dispersed, and that Senate division of labor tends to be ad hoc. Sen-
ators aré just as likely to assume roles that fit their individual self-in-
terests as to accept roles dictated by mstltutlonal forces beyond their
control.''- - T e .
" Other analyses of power in the Senate seem to support Polsby's
- view. Ripley found Senate power to be diffuse, with individual sen-
ators having substantial bargaining leverage relative to party lead-
ers.”? Rieselbach also argues that Congress is decentralized, with
power shared widely, but existing in “muiltiple centers of influence”
not equally accessible*to all senators. s

To what extent is the dispersion of authority in the Senate re-

flected in the mass m&dia? Is press covergge dominated by the Sen-
* ate shift toward décentralization of power, with individual senators
cqltwatmg a national constituency for’* ‘independent advocacy”
through media publicity,' or do structural factors of Senate organi-
zatfon prevail in Senate news? .
The norms, values and constraints on the roughly 300 Joumahsts
regularly reporting on Congress'* obviously have some effect on Sen-

ate news, but our. purpose in this study is to examine how much im-

pact individual senators’ positions and activities have on the fre-

‘quency of news coverage about thiem in one major U. S. wire ser-
vice, the Associated Press, and in selected other media of national
and regional importance. (

* Although many reporters who spend most of their time in Con-
gress see themselves as rather:independent adversaries,of govern.
ment officials and as'relatively immune to the power agd aétivity of
Tegislators.'* Miller’s research on reporters in Congress, consisting of
- extensive ‘interviews with .reporters, legislators.and committee and
~ personal leglslatwe staffs, suggests they are just as often collabora-
tors in the news as they are adversaries.'” In accepting and provid-
ing tips and leads, in willingness to float “triat balloons” and accept
leaks and in various arrangements of quid pro quo, reporters and
Congressmen are often tacit, if not intentional, partners in the

» news. Indeed, Matthews’ earlier work on the Senate suggested much

the same th’ing He found reporters and senators engaged &n an
open exchange: * ‘You gcratch my back and I'll scratch yours.”™,

(3 h} /
. - . i -
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" Matthews also suggested that the organizational structure of the
Senate was very, important in determining Senate.news. He con-

cluded that seniority, commjteee assignment, size of state repre- -

sented, ideology, security of Semate seat as well as senatorial activs
ity, were related to a senator’s contact with reporters and subse-
quent news coverage. ' Although Matthews did mention the level of
activity of senators as an important determipant of news coverage,

he seemed to emphasize the positions held by senators in the com- "

plex organizgtional structure of th&Senate as more important in

v

gaining news coverage than their individual activities (bill intro- )

duced, speeches given, etc.). ‘ .
Some of our egrlier studies of Senate news in the newsgynagazines,

-niority and .pe_rsonal staff size in the 89th, 91st and 93rd Congresses
as predictors of individual senators’ visibility in the various media.”
Byt our interviews with several Washington correspondents and our
own experiences as journalists and journalism educators prompted
us to add a measure of individual senatorial activity to test the no-
tion that those senators who are doing the most and have something
to say frequently are the ones who get the most news coverage. As
one veteran Associated Press reporter said, “It's an injevitable fact of
life, the way we operate With limited staff . . . ,jthat the miore
speeches, ﬁ}ess releases and other activities a senator turns out, the
more-coverage we give him."*! .

newspapers, and som sq.‘,i.alizegi media have supported the impor-
tance of the organizatjonk} variables of committee assignment, se- |

Other more systematic studies bear out the importance of indi-
vidual activity for press coverage. In his study of 50 Wisconsin state
officials and 21 statehouse correspqndents, Dunn finds that those
public officials who desire press coverage employ a variety of means
of getting it, including press releases (most cornmonly used), meet-
ings and speeches, press conferences and press briefings.”

And Sighl, in his study of reporters and officials in Washington,
concludes that of all the facilities tha _offigig.ls r‘ou‘tinelywprovide

' ena reporters routinely rely on, “no otHE i’cf)i’hpafe with the hand-

out and the press conference in their impact on the news.”**Sigal -

further points out that with *relz'atively fewer correspondents from
the New York Times and the Washington Post assigned to'the Cap-
itol Hill beat than in earlier times, “legislators in pivotal positions'in
Congress have become more adept at disseminat‘iﬁg information to

s . -

v 10 : -
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News Media Coverage of U.S. Senators in Four Cangresses ' *5
" the press, releasing reports on Saturday for Sunday 1:?&, issuing
press releases, and, in general, making themselvgs aydilable to re-
porters. : S '
The present work extends our research to a Repyblican-dom-
- inated Congress — the 83rd, Which cénvened in 1953-54. In-addition
to the 83rd Congress, we*haye added a major media source to the
content ana\lysis, the Associated Press national trunk wire, for -all
. four Congresses to control for variations in media characteristics
acrosg Congresses. ‘ ) .

" A Model of Senatorial Press Coverage
) Y .- .
Considering the vdrious studies of legislators and, the press cited
above, and our own earlier studies of news coverage of the Senate, .»
4 Mused on five predictors of Senatorial news coverage in this
¢+ present study: size of state represented, seniority, size of a senator’s
staff, commjgtee leadership prestige (a combination of committe®
¢ desirabilitAnd committee leadership), and amount of activity of
an individual senator (both on and off the floor).
Based on our own thinking and previous studies of Senate news
coverage, as well as our desire to understand how these predictors
are related to each other, we constructed the model in Figure 1.
A number of causal assumptions are implicitly in this mqdel, as-
sumptions about the direction of caufition and, in some cases,
about magnitude and sign:

’

[}

1) We are not assuming that state size causes seniority, or vice versa. The arrow
connecting state size and seniority indicates that we do intent to examine4he corge-

>~

\ .

FIGUR!
The Path @

t ¥ 1
. \‘ . Viahilits
T Actinty __T__ >
. ('ummmcc—_/ ‘ ) -
[ eadershup | N -
Prestige d R -
N Secniority —
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.
« .
lation between these two factors without assuming any kind ¢f causal relationship.

2) The size of a senator’s state influences the size of his staff. This assumption is
. . - based on'the fact that the larger the state represented. the bigger the clerk-hire
' budget of that senatorial office.2* The budget for the largest state, however, is only

~about twice as large as that for the smallest state ($1.021. 167 vs. 5508 221 in
£1979). . -

8) The size of a senator's state influences his power positipn in the Senate.
7 4) The size of a senator's state influences level of activity within and outside the
Senate. This assumption is based on the finding that senators from larger, more
urban states appear to be more active in Senate proceedings than their colleagues
from smaller stages.* :

5) The size of a senator's state influences frequency of news coverage. This as-
. sumption is based on Matthews™ suggestion that senators from larger states have
more contact with reporters and, conequemly receive more news COvVerage. u,.

6) Seniority influences size of staff. We are not sure what the relauonshlp is, but

it is more plausible that seniority influences staff size than vice versa.

7) Seniority influences power positiofRin the Senate. Majority and mmonty
leaders of the most prestigious and powerful committees in the Senate tend to be
older. more experienced senators.

* 8) Seniority influences ltvcl of activity within and outside the Senate. This seems
v . more plausible than the opposite. - - -
' 9) Seniority influences frequency of news coverage. This assumpuon is based on
Matthews' suggestion that more senior senators have more frequent ¢ontact with
. reporters and thus more frequént news coverage. ® .
10) A senator's staff size influences level of activity within and outside the Sen-
.ate. We are assuming that personal staffs are important in helping a senator serve

. . the needs of constituents, in researching and writing proposed legislation and in

W dealing with the press.
N 11)"Staff size influences frequency of news coverage. This assumption is based
on our own “Thterviews with legnlauvc correspondents as well as'on studies by Dupn.

. and Sigal.?® r

12) A senator's committee leadership prestige mﬂucnces size of staff. This seems

: more plausible than vice versa., .

13) Committee leadership prestige influences | level of activity within and outside
the Senate. While sze that level of activity can influence power position in
the Senate, we assime here that a scnator s position has more influence on level of
activity than vice versa. . ~

. 14) Committee leadership prestige influences frequency of news coverage. This
assumption is based on Matthews suggestion that committee assignment was Te-
. lated to a senator's contact with reporters and subsequent news coverage® and on
the observatlons of sorge reporters that commlttccs are the fulcrum of press contact

with Congress.*!

' 15) The level of a senator's activity (both within and outside the Senate) influ.
ences frequency of news coverage. This assumption is based on several studies al-
ready cited. including those by Dunn and Sigal, as well as our own interviews with
legislative correspondents and other journalists.**

| Q : . T _. ’ . . .-
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In addmon to mappmg the relatlonshlps outlmed in Frgure 1 be-

tweegx these five pﬂ:dlctors and frequency of news coverage we were .

. alsainterested in looking &t the relative predictive power of the in-
shtuflonal varrables (s;ate slze ‘staff sxze semonty. committeg lbad

‘ crshlp presuge) versus the acuvxﬁ' vanable to ste- if-the morepower-
ful semor senamrs from § largemstates | with larger staffs get more fre-

uent news coVerage regardless of their level of' ‘activity, ar if thosé

senators -who are, more active can obtam m‘b{‘e frequem néws (;over~ :

" age even 1f “they are not powerful within the Senate or do not

~

the support of a large state-and a large staff. . .

»  For'gach Congress mt:ludeti in this study (8$id 89t‘h 91’st 93rd) -
we tf:sted our model for all senator§ combmed and then for. Dem- o

.. %ocrats and Repubhcans Separately. This‘control for pBT tical. party

*.affiliation recognizes the i.mportaﬁce of  political partigs m,‘the
power structure of the Senate and the possxblllty‘that the parfisan
‘positions of both senators and reporters may have an mﬂuence on
the frequency of their interaction with one angther. D

" Polsby emphasizes the importance of political party "affihation in

.the -power structure of the Senate.when he writes, “The power arid
the responsibility to get thmgs done — especially big thmgs——rs pre-
dominantly in the hands of party leaders "33 He also argues that Re-
publicans and Democrats allocate their powers differently, with the
Republitans spreading their formal powers more thinly than Dem-

. ocrats ‘who concentrate more power in the floor leader.* To the ex-
tent that Senate power does have an influence on frequency of press
coverage, differences in allocation of power should result in differ-

« ences in frequency of press coverage.

Matthews argued. that political positions were also importam in:
deterrmmng how often various sénators interacted with varicus
“top” oiws reporters. He hypothesxzed that senators tend to see top
reporters whose political position is similar to their own.* ASsuriiing
that f requenq of contact wuh a reporter is correlated with frequen-
¢y of news coverage, this is another argument for a@zmg Repub-
lican and Democratic senators separately.

- . @

Methodology

Predommately unobtrusxve data ffom published documents— ~

Congressional Quarterly, Congresszonal Staff Dzrectones and Con-
' e

. -' ' I 3
. .
\Y
. . .
-

L
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8 ’ DAVID H. WEAVER and G. CLEVELAND WILHOIT
c ., gresszonal Record — and the mass media are used in fhis study of
. . - presg coverage of the '83rd, 89th, 91st and 93rd Congresses. Seven'
‘. - persénal ifiterviews- wnth Congressional corresponden.ts,.three with

iated Presss repérters in the Senate Press Gallery, two with
ited Press International reporters, and twb with reporters who
- cover the Senate for nght Ridder néwspapers‘ provnded supple-
o mentary descnptwe data.”
Independent Variahles- Opportunity Structure Semorlty rank-
_-ings, state population size rankmgs number of committee and sub-
* committee chanrmanshlps (and wranking minority memberships),
. '@ COommittée prestige rankmgs and number of persons ori'a senator’s
personal ‘staff (except for the- 83rd Congress, for which data were
‘ unabtainable) were obtained from standard documents.
‘ Senatorial A ctivity. Our measure of activity is the number of en-
tries in the Congressional Record for each senator in each Congr&s
Asher has suggested that the Record can be used as a “sophisti-
cated” measure of some types of legislative activity.” Our intent was
to attempt a measure that would extend beyond legislative work to
i outside activity, such®as speeches and public activity of various
kinds. The Record seems to do that well. We are aware that indi-
vidnal Congressmen do alter the Record and that they sometimes
may use it cosmetically. It would appear ‘however, that manipula-

tion/of the Record is a practice that is common, rather than a char-

. ’

’ actgristic of a partlcular type of senator.

xtensive review of the Congressional Record for a large group of
ators from both parties strongly suggests that “irrelevant” en-
ries, such as magazine and newspaper article titles cited but not
authored by the senators, are proportional to the total number of
entries. Therefore, we decided to uge the total number of entries for
each senator as a’simple measure of “activity” for this resee_'lrch.”‘

4 \J
‘ Dependent Variable: Media Visibility. Four major universes of
/" media content data and two random samples of news stories are
" used at various points in time as a measure of press visibility of indi-
vidual senators. For each Congress, all senators are ranked accord-
_ingto the number.of news stories in which they appeared in the var-

ious media. . . o
The mass media analyzed here includes. magazine, ‘newspaper
. and Associated Press national wire stories. For the 93rd Congress,

.
[N

.
- ] ’,
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the nightly television newscasts for the ABC, CBS and NBC net-
* works are added to«the printed sources in thg§ndex. - | )

' The names of the U.S. senators are used as codmg units, both l‘
“.the news items coded. first- -hagd and in the. .major indexes used as
secondary sburces of visibility data. For each complete news story in
- which a senatér’s name appeared, a scorefof “1” was assxgned re-

d gardless of multiple references. For the indekes used, edch article or
story in Which a senator’s name had been indexed in a partlcular .
. volume recclved a score, of “1". . N ' .
« The complete universe of articles .menuomng U.S. sertators in )
250 popular periodicals, rangmg from Newsweek to Readexs Di-.
est, are coded for the 89th, 91st and 95rd Congresses. The News-
paper Index of articles from the Washington Post, New Orleans
Times Picayune, Chicago Twbune, and the Los Angeles Times,
and Television Index of network newscasts are coded for the 93rd
Congress. . o
University Microfilm’s daily file of the Associated Press national
. trunk wire, the major source of Senate news for most American
daily newspapers, was searched for all four Congresses.

In addition to these standard sourcés of visibility data, several
random samples of news coverage were used for the 89th Congress
from four Western and six Eastern prestige newspapers-and the

“three major news magazines s .

The diverse media sources used here provide a reasonably com-
plete and representanve index of media of regional and national
staturé. The major newspapers coded, the networks and somé of the
magazines mdintain their own cox;respondents in the capital. By in-
cluding the AP wire service for each Congress. we can control for
variations in media characteristics to some extent, and we have the
basic pool of Senate stories from which many other media, especial-
ly small daily newspapers, draw their news about Congress. .

Procedures used by the standard indexes included $i this research
assured that only substantive material about U.S. senators would be
coded. No attempt has been made to classify the wsxbllty references
into news categories, but an exarnination of a sample of the refer-
ences from the index suggested that most of the mentions are of a
substanuvenature ..

The three major news magazines were coded by hand for the 89th
Congréss and the résults were compared to those for the Reader’s

s »

4 .
. .
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' TABLE 1 °

Intercorrelations Among Media Visibility Scores
»  For AllSenators, 89th Congrew(N =-96)

’ Eastern Western,© Néws 3 Reader’s, ~Associafed.

*  Press *” Press  Magazines - Guide Press
Eastern Press - . . : T e )
Westetn Press 8 SRR . , ) i
News Magazines | .76 ° 84 RN .
ReadersGuxde « + .65 .68 .- .91 el
Associated Press ~ * 78 T . 83 ." .87 .72 Y
: . . . . '

Guide. A Pearsonian r of .91 was obtained. Reasonably high inter-

corrélations of the visibility rankmgs for the separate media ap-
peared to Justxfy pooling of the visibility data into a mass medxa in-
dex ard using only the Associated Press nitional trunk wire for the

83rd Congress, the pne studied last. (See Tables1 and 2.)

Level of measurement approaehed interval scales for both inde-
pendent and dependent Variables in the study. Path analysis with
ordinary least squares multiple regressnon was used to test the
model.® . v

Inter-Media Comparisons.-One of the mosf striking findings for
the three Congresses where we analyzed other media besides the’As-
sociated Press national trunk wire (the 89th, 91st and 93rd Con.
gresses) was the similarity in relative frequency of news coverage of

senators by the various media. Largely the same senators in the 89th

Congress received frequent coverage (and infrequent coberage)

from the Associated Press, the three leading news magazines, and
Eastern and Western prestige newspapers (Table 1).

Likewise, in tfle 91st Congress, the cdrrelation between Reader's

Guide and Assocrated Press visibility scores was .65, again suggest-
mg that those senators who received frequent coverage by the Asso-
ciated Press also received frequent coverage in tt«e pnblncatlons n-
dexed by the Reader’s Guide (and vice versa).

In the 93rd Congress, the same pattern emerges, especihlly for
the Associated Press, the wspaper Index and the Television In-
dex, where all the correlations were above .80 (Table 2). )

t



o
3

. Néuss Media Coverage of U.S. Senators in Four Congresses . LN § "

/o éi. T - !
A ) . T A E 2 ! . . -
‘Intercorrelations Amornig Media Vmblhty Scores .

For All Senators; 93rd Congress (N = 99) .,

\ ! - . ‘

v L Reader's . FV' . Newspaper , Auociate(‘l‘ )
il - Fuide ' Index, . Index- Piess :
'ReadersGmdc e .y w ' . '_: - e ey L
_ Television kndex v 59 N B : o, .
. Newspapef Index’ 73 1 - . ot .
Associated Press AN:700 0 - 820 Y - e
. b N R .':'-‘ R ' - o
R RN T A
These findings suggest that in coveri;xg' the u. S. Senate, there is L
: remarkable agreement among the media in “status conferral.” Sen- L.
ators frequently covered by one medmm are frequently covered by '
others. Senators 1gnorcd by one medxum are jgnored by others. .
Fmdmgs . o S o8 .

’ . LI .
83rd Congréss: 1953-54. As the Korean War armistice talks

dragged on at Panmunjom in early 1953, SenatorJoseph R. McCar- -
thy (R-Wis.) dominated the news from the 83rd Congress. MeCar- |
thy's Government Operations Corhmittee’s u‘avestxgatxons of the . .
 army and U.S. overseas mformatnon programs in 1953 and the Sen- _
ate’s move to censure him in 1954 resulted in MrCarthy's being the :
most visible senator in the 83rd Congress.

The press visibility patterns for the top ten se}nators of the 83rd
Congress reflected the razor-thin margin held by the'Republicans as
the majority party, the last time they have orgamzed the Senate in
contemporary political hxstary Five Repubhcarﬁs four Democrats
and the only Independent in.the Senate were among the ten most
visible®

‘William Knowland (R.-Calif.), who was elected majority leader .
in August,, 1953, after the death, of Robert A. Taft (R-Ohio), was ,
the second most visibl® membér. His leadership on the Senate floor ’ :
concemiﬂg President Eisenhower’s omnibus farm bill to institute
flexible price supports and the .Administration’s legislation .to B
brdaden Social Security coverage gave Knowland a high visibility in 4.
the AP wire. ' , i o .
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f s A polmcal m venck Wayne Morse (I-Ore.), who had shed his
Republican labefto campaign for Adlai Stevenson in 1952, ‘received
substantial wire service coverage, owingo his role i in the successful
Senate filibuster against granting states control of natural resources -
in their seaward ‘tidelands” and outspoken crmmsm of the leader-

ship of both parties. v
' Amoéng Democrafs, Estes Kefauver (D- “Tenn. ), a ‘key party leader
.- who had been a conténder for the presidgntial nomination in 1952,
. led the field in press visibility. Closi\)ehmd were¢ Hubert Hu{nphrey

_(D- Minn.), a highly active Senate liberal who opposed the Eisen-
. " hower Admlmstfatlons attempt to revise the Taft- Hartley labor
law, and Senate minority leader Lyndon~B Johnson (D-Tex.). (See .

\
SN Tabre 3. ) ; .
* v, o TABLES.- :
* « Numberof AP AppeamncaofEachSenator
r ) - ) 83rd Congrcss(,1953 -54)
. ! . *
4 ' .Appear- o, - . Appear-

' Name - ances Name ' ances
: * McCarthy, J. (R-Wis.) 358 George, W. (D-Ga.) 58
Knowland, W.(R-Cal.) 226  Wiley, A.(R-Wis.) E 57
Morse, W:(I-Ore.) 175 Dirksen. E. (‘R\-lll.) . 54
- Kefauver, E. (D-Temm.) 126 Russell, R. (D-Ga.) 54
Humphrey, H.(D-Minn.} ' 116~ Mundt. K. (R-S.D.) 51
.o Johnson. L. (D-Tex.) - 113 Millikin. E: (R-Colo.) 50
. Langer. W. (R-N.D.) 113 Murray, J. (D-Mont.) ' 50
- Ferguson, H. (R-Mich.) 108 Johnston. O.(D-S.C.) - 49
* Capchart, H.(R-Ind.) 102 Jenner, W. (R-Ind.) . 48
Anderson, €.{D-N.M.) 98 Monroney. A. (D-Okla.) a7
Bricker, J. (R-Ohi¢) & 95  Cordon. G.(R-Ore.) . 46
. Douglas. P. (D-111.) * - 95 . Johnson. E.(D-Calo.) 46
. " Ives, I (R-NLY)) - ¢ - 84  Hendrickson,R.(R-N.J.) 45
Lehman.H.(D-l\l.Y.) . . 83 Neely, M. (D-W.V)) 44

‘Coeoper, Ja(R-Ky.) © LT _Young, M. (R-N.D.) Coa 4,

Byrd, H.(D-Va) . 74 McClellan. J. (D-Ark.} 48
+  Sparkman, J.(D-Ala.) 71 Ellender. A. (D-La=) C 42
) ¢ Saltonstall, L.(R-Mass.) 67 Jackson, H. (D-Wash.) T 41
. Gore, A.(D-Tenr.) ‘ 61 err. R, (D-Okla)) 41
) Hennings. T.Jr. (D-Md.) "'61 . " Eastland . (D-Miss.) 39
Smith, HA. (R-NJ.)" N 60 Fulbright, J.W. (D-Ark.) 39
Smith, M.{R-Maine) 60 Williams. J. (R-Del.) 39
) Aiken 6. (RYt.) . 59 . Kuchel T (R-Cal) .87

i
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Magnuson, W. (Df¥ash.)  “36 ~  Goldwaten. B. (R-Ariz.) - 95
Hickenlooper, B. ®-Iowa) 34 ’ Watkins, A(R-Utah) - 2¢°
Chayez, D.(D-N'M.) 38 Clements, E. (D-Ky.) * ‘23
Hill, L. (D-Ala.) 337 Hayden, C. (D-Ariz.) SRVA]
Barrett, F. (R-Wyo.) 82, Malone, G. (R-Nev.}» 220
Holland.S.(D-Fla.) =~ ° 82 Daniel, P. (D-Tex.) ooz
Long, R. (D-La.) - 32 Welker. H. (R-Idaho} _ 21 .
Green.'T. (R-R.1.) .81 _ Pastore,J.(D-RJ) ", ¢ ° 20
Potter, C. (R-Mich.) . 31 **  Smathers, G.(D-Fla.) - 20
Symington, ${(D- Mo) 31 " Robertson, A.W.(D-Va.) . 18
Catlson, F. (R-Kan.) / . 29 Thye, & (R*Minn.). ‘e 17
Gante.c"(n Jowa) o 89 ~ Mansfield, M. (D-Mont) . 15
* “Cage. F. (RSHD.) - ., o8 Duff, J. (R-Pa.) - A F
Kilgore. H.(D-W.Va) . 98* ' Payne;F.(R-Maine)+ .’ s °
Butler, j: (R-Md.) - 27 Purtell, W. (R-Conn.) ‘. 18~
. 'Kennedy, J. (D-Mass.) , . 27 Bennet, W.(R-Utah) - 12
Schocppel. A(R-Kan.) 27 Bush, P.(R-Copin.) . -* 12
Dworshak. H. (R-Idahb) 26 Stenni¢. . (D-Miss.) ) 12
Flanders, R. (R-Vt.) 26 Martin, E. (R-Pa.) - 8
Frear, J.A.(D-Del) 25 Beall, ].G. (R-Md.) 6

As the majority party, Republicans got about 53 percent of the
wire service coverage of the Sepate during this period. Of the four"
. Congresses looked at in'this serts of studies;#the parity of coverage

between the parties is greater for the 83rd Congress than for any of

the Demogratically-controlled Congresses in th:,)md sixties and
« early seventies. As the minority party in the 1970s, the Repubhcans

slipped to less than one-third of the<total AP coverage, even t’hough

their numbers in the Senate were increasing.
the 83rd Congress, the median Democrat was slightly more vis-

ible (41.3 mentions) than his Republican colleagge (34.5). In the -

later Congressts, the median Democratic senator also received more

. mentions in the Associated Press than the median Republican, ex-
cept for the 8%h Congress where the mediap Republican was slight-
ly more visible (25.5 mentions) than the médian Democratic senator }
(21.3 mentions). , _ _—

Senators in the 83rd Congress who were more senior ang repre-
sented more populous states tended' to be somewhat more active
than the more junior senators from less populous states, and in-
creased activity was associated with more frequent coverage by the
Associated Press. This pattern generally held true for both Dem-
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ocrats and Republicans, although sefiiority was not glssomated with
activity for Democrats. Commmee leadership positions (weighted
for the prestige of the committee) wert the strongest predictors of
* activity' for Republicans, ,whereas populauon of state represemed
.was the best predictor of activity forDemocrats. (See Figure 2.) .

In @eral level of activity was a much stronger predictor of As-

~ spciated Press coverage for Demeocrdts than fot Repubhcans. and

was clearly the strongest p:‘edlctor of AP coverage {or all senators
combined. And the "propomon of variance in activity accougited for
by the opportumty structure variables was twice as great for Repub

" licans ag for Democré(s suggesting t'hat seniority, state size and

' * ‘ -
N - t, L.
~u . e

. . ' FIGURE 2
“Path Models for AP Coverage of Senators, 83rd Congress "
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structure measurgs was thrée to four times greater for Republicans
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committee leadership positions were not as important for a.Dem-

ocrat’s level of activity as for a Republican’s. This was even’more

noticeable in the tHree later Congresses, where:the proportion of
.variance in the activity medsure accounted for by the opportunity

than for Democrats. (See Figures 3, 4 and 5). . .
. Positions of power in the Senate obviously help pave the way for

- atterition in the press, but it is clear.from these data that an active

senator wjth few of the trappings of Senate power can also com-
inand considerable press coverage.
"For example, Albert Gore (D-Tenn.), a formér Congressman,

_was hlghly visible in the wire service dunng his first term in the Sén-

ate in spite of his non-prestigious assignments to the District of Co-
lumbia and Public Works commlttees The son of a farmer and
-champion of the “little man,” Gare made news for his opposmon to

the Dimon-Yates.bill, which would have mtroduced pnvate electri- '

cal power production in competition with the Tennessee Valley Au- '
" .thority. @ . -

Although receiving much of their coverage from tough re-elec-
tion bids, john Sherman Cooper (R-Ky.) and Paul Douglas (D HL.),
bbth first'term senators also illustrate the power of events and ac-
tivity in, gaining press visibility. Cooper received coverage for some
kel floor votes against large Republicar majorities. Dodglas an
outspoken and highly active liberal w1th few of the formal trappings*
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* " of Senate pbwer, gained coverage for his fight against the Eisen- \
Fower Adininistration’s attémpt to revise the Taft-Haptley law.
. . ' In summary, Senate leadership positions, combinéd with senior- ‘-"
ity and state size, always command press attention. Being a member '
- - of the majority party which organizes the Senate, commanding all -
~ the committee chairs, is a publicity advantage. In fact, of the four-
" Congresses studied here, only when the Republicans controlled.the’
Senate for the last time in the 83rd Congress have they been able to
" command dlightly better thah parity ceverage over the Democrats.
. But the push apd pull~ef events and individual senators’ activity en-
~, - . ablealmost gnygenator who wishes national publicify to,obtain it.
. . "89th Corgress: 1965-66. At the height of his succéss in_getting -
R Great Society legislation, President Lyndon B. ]ohns_m\'.pre"dicted
- historians would judge the 89th Congress as the best in U.S. history.
. Landmark socia) legislatio‘n;—medical care for the aged, voting .
" right3, immigration reform, a broad housing subsidy for low in-
come families and Appalachian regional’development—led some
observers to compare the 89th Congress, ta the first two years of
Roosevelt’s New Deal. Escalating involvement in the Vietnam'War
and growing inflation captured much attention during the second
session, but additional Great Society legislation was passed.*' .
The top newsrnakers in the Associated Press for the 89th Congress
.were Robert Kennedy, Everett Dirksen (minority leader), ‘Mike
Mansfield (majority leader), Jacob Javits, J. William Fulbright and
Thomas Dodd. a predominately Democratic field. (See Table 4.)
Some fairly clear party differences in the patterns of news coverage

;-

are evident in this Congress.* _ o ’
. TABLE 4 : -
Number of AP Appearances of Senators,
' 89th Congress (1965-66)
RS Appear- ' ) . ] ’ Appe;r- i
Name : arfces Name . ances v
Dirksen. E. (R-II1) 217 Kennedy. E.M. (D-Mdss.) 66
Kennedy, R.F.(D-N.Y.) 209 Tower, J.G. (R-Tex.) 57
Mansfield. M. (D-Mont.) 121 Fulbright, J. (D-Ark.) 57
Javits. J. K. (R-N.Y.) > 120 Morse, W.(D-Ore.) . 56
7 Douglas. P.H. (D-111.) - 87 Long. R.B.(D-La.) 54
=~ Dodd. T.J.(D-Conn.), 67 Cooper. J.S. (R-Ky.) 54

Yo e
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Williams, J.J. (R-Del.) .. 51 - Egvin, S.(D-N.C.) 21
Saltonstall, L. (R-Mass.) = 47 Jordan, L.B. (R-Idaho) - 20
Morton, T.B. (R-Ky.) . 47 Gore, A. (D-Tenn.) 18

“*Scott, H. (R-Pa.) 45 Hartke, V. (D-Ind.) 17
Clark, J.8. (D-Pa.) g5 Hayden, C. (D-Ariz.) 17
Thurmond, S. (R- $C.).. 43 Boggs, J.C.(D-Del.) ¢« =~ 17

. Stennis, J.(D-Miss.) =~ - 43.  Muskie, E.S. (D-Maine) 17

* . Curtis, CT. (R-Neb.) 42 Symington, S. (D-Mo.) 16

' Russeil, R.B] (D\Ga.) ~ * 39 Allott, G.(R-Colo.) - 16
McCarthy, E.]. (D-Minn.) 39 Mclntyre, T.}J. (D-N.H.) 15
Bayh,B.(D-Ind)) o (—- 39 . Dominick, P.(R-Colo.) 14

* Kuchel T¥H. (R-Calif)) 38 Holland, S. L (D-Fla.) 14
jordgn B.E.(D:N.C)) - . 38 Prouty, W.L. ‘(R Vi Y 14
Case, CP.(R-NJ) - . 38 Smathers, G.A. (D-Fla.) 14
Eastland, J. (D-Miss.) .~ 36 Simpson, M.L.{R-Wyo.). 13

i Sparkmaﬁ._]. (D-Ala.) 34 Fannin, P] (R-Ariz.) . 13
Ellender, A. (D-La.)" 32 Jackson, H.M. (D-Wash.) 13
Mundt, K.E. (R-S.D.) 31 Bartlett, E (D-Alaska) 12
Tydings.'].D. (D:Md.) - 3’ °  Church, F. (D-Idaho) 12

. McClellan, J. (D-Ark.) 29 . Talbnadge, H.E. (D-Ga)) 12

“Metcalf, L. (D-Mont.)*" ‘ 29 " Young, $.M. (D-Ohio) . T 11
Mondale, W.F. (D-Minn.) 29 Magnuson, W. (D-Wash.) 11
Monroney, A.S. (D-Okla.) 29 Brewster, D. (D-Md.) . 1

. Yarborough, R.(D-Tex.) 28, Cotton, N.{R-N.H.) - -
» .+ Pearson, J.B. (R-Kan.) 28 Young, M.R.(R:N.D.) . 10
Miller, JAR-lowa)_ . 28 Hill, L. (D-Ala?) 9
Ribicoff. A. (D-Conn.) ' 27 Long. E.V. (D-Mo.) 9
Smith, M.C. (R-Maine) 26 Burdick.-Q. (D-N.D.) 8
Proxm:re W. (D Wis.)/ 26 Carlson, F. (R-Kan.) 8
Harris, F. (D-Okla.) 26 Mong. H.L. (R-Hawaii) 8
"Hickenlooper, B. (R-lowa) * 25 Moss, F.E. (D-Utah) 8
Randolph, J. (D-W.Va.) 25 Nelson."G. (D-Wis,) 8
*  Hart. P.A.(D-Mich.) 24 - Williams. H.A. (D-N.].) 7
/ o Benne_t(. W. (R-Utah) 24 McGee, G.W. (D-Wyo. 7
Hruska, R.L.{(R-Neb.) 2% Cannon. H. W, (D- N(_‘Vi 7
Lausche, F.]. (D.Qhid) - 22 Bible, A.(D-Nev.) ‘._ 5
Murphy, G. (R-Calif.) 22 . Gruening, E..(D- Alaska) 5
. .~ Neuberger, M. (D-Ore.) 22 Inouye, D.K. (D-Hawaii) 5
» Pastore, J.O. (DR.1.) 21 McGevern, G. (D-S.D.) 5

_ Pell, C.(D-R.I) 21 . Montoya, J.M.(D-N.M.) 5
Aiken, G.D. (R.Vt.) 21 Byrd, R.C. (D-W.Va.) 3

" Bass, R. (D-Tenn.) 21

. Of the opportunity structure factors, state size'operating through
size of personal senatorlal'staff was important in the AP visibility of

.. - ¥ . -
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_senators of hoth parties, but it was much more “important for Re:
.. puficans than for Democfats. (See Figure 3.) State size had a mod-
erate, direct effect on Democratic visibility, just the reverse of the

- direct, negative effect on Republican news coverage.
But the primary finding illustrated in Flgure 8 is that several op-
* portunity structure measures, especially size of a senator's staff,
were better predncrors of frequency o6f Assoslate Press coverage than
-. was level of activity of ari individual senatar. Figures 2, 5,4 and 5
g ) .) reveal that tlie 89th Congress'is the only one of the four we studied
' whege this is true: In all three other Congresses, for all senators
\ ed aCthl[y was clearly the dominant predictor ?f frequency

service coverage. ‘ ’
Al;houg e cfm\pot be sure, we suspect that the rapid growth in
size of senators’ staffs between the 83rd Congress (1953-54) and the
89th Congress (1965-66) contributed greatly to the increase in im-
portahce of staff size and the decrease in importance of activity in
the 89th Congress. In the two later Congresses, staff size had most of
its impact on. AP coverage through activity, rather than directly as
in the 89th Congress. This suggests to us that AP reporters in the
89th Congress were giving coverage to various senators largely on
the basis of the volume of material being churned out by staffs
(press releases, reports, etc.), but that in later congresses the report-
érs were more careful to cover what the senators themselves were
daing (or senators’ staffs were more efficient at getting activities in-
serted into the Congressional Record, or both).

As.in the 83rd Congress, opportunity structure and activity are
more strongly correlated for Republicans than for Democrats, sug-
. gesting that the more powerful Republican senators tend to be
' more active, whereas activity has little or no relanonshlp to Senate

power for Democratic senators. g

-

91st Congress: 1969-70. The Democratic majority was.substan-
tially smaller.in the 91st Congress than in the two previous Con-
gresses, but, with aRepublican Presidént, legislative output during
the first session was the lowest in 36 years: The intense Congres-
“sional debate about Vietnam subsided, and a compromise was
reached on interim funding of the supersonic transport plane. A tax

‘ reform measure, extension 6f voting rights in national elections to
¢ 18-year-olds and the establishment of major new federal agencies,

- . '
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such as the Envrronmental Proteétion Agency, were “the nia_]t)( do-

mestic actions ofthe 91st Congress.

For the first time since World War II, the Senate attempt?d to ',

. limit the President’s authority in foreign pohcéy.and mrlxtary in-
-+ volvement, and the Tonkin Gulf resolution was appealed “
- ident Richard M. eron was extremely critical of the Q'st Con¥&ss,
. especrally the Senate, saying it “had s'emegly lost the capacrty to
decide and the will to act.’ .
*  The deaths of Everett Dﬁrksen Repubhcanrmmonty leader, and

- e Robert Kennedy changed e list of most visible senator;durmg the-
LT 91st Congress. Mike Mansﬁeld 'Edward M. Kennedy, Hugh Scott,
e T George McGovern, and Edmund Muskle headed the hst of news-
. )nakem. closely followed by Charles Goedell, a Repub'hcan fresh-

- man from New Yark, and J. William Fulbright. As in the other

Congresses we studied, the preponderance of top- rankmg senators
were Democrats (See*TableS‘ - :

»

- . L4 - o
" TABLE 5 .
. Number of AP Appearancesof Senators.
e 91st Congress (1969-70) i .
"Appear- * - Appear-
. Name ances - Name % ~ anccs
- Mansfield. M. (D-Mont.) 335 Ervin}S.(D-N.C.) " 105
Kennedy. E. (D-Mass.) . 330 , Eastland. J. (D-Miss.) - 102
_ Scott, H. (R-Pa.) 269 Goldwater, B. (R-Ariz.) 99
. McGovern,G. (D-S.D.) . 209 . . Thurmond,S.(R-S.C) 96
* Muskie, E. (D-Maine) 198 Stennis, J. (D-Miss.) .95
Goodell; C.(R-N.Y.) 185 Long, R. (D-La.) : - 9]
Fulbright. J].W. (D-Ark.) 183 Church. F. (D-Idaho) ! 89
Bayh, B. (D-Ind.) ! 172 Gore, A.(D-Tenn.) 89
- Griffin, R. (R-Mich.) 140 . Hatfield, M.O. (R-Ore.) 89
Hart, P. (D-Mich.) . 13 Dole, R. (R-Kan.) 82
-Harris, F. (D-Okla.) - 181 Podd, T. (D-Conn.) + 81
McCarthy, E. (D-Minn.) - - 130 " Brooke, E. (R-Mass.) 78
.. Tydings,J.(D-Md.) 128 Yarborough. R. (DrTex.) 78
- Proxmire, W. (D-Wis.) - 122 . Byrd,R.(D-W.Va.) - ¥ 79
Javits, J. (R-N.Y.) *120  Jackson, H. (D-Wash.) 70
Hruska, R. (R-Neb.) 118 Percy, C. (R-1H.) . 70
Cooper, ]J.S. (R-Ky.) 117 .Cook, M. (R-Ky.) 66
R > ) -

-
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Hartke, V. (D-Ind.) 66 Gurney, E. (R-Fla.) 37
Moss, F. (D-Utah) 66  Hollings, E. (D-5.Cs) .87
Aiken, G. (R-Vt)" - 65  Magnuson, W. (D-Wash.) 36
v, Allott, G.(R-Colo.) * . 64 Curtis, C. (R-Neb.) - 33
Hughes, H. (D-lowa) 61 - Allen,]. (D-Ala)) 82
Mondale, W. (D-Minn.)’ 61  Cannon, H.(D-Nev.) 81
~ Williams, H. (D-N J.) - b8 Dominick, P. (R-Colo.) 31
\ Cranston, A. (D-Calif.) «®3  Pearson, |, (R:Karr.): 30
Holland, 8. (D-Fla.) . 53. Mundt, K.(R-S:D.) 28
. Tower,J. (R-Tex.) 453  Inouye, BAD-Hawaii) - 27
| Baker, H. (R-Tenn.) 52 '« Packwood, R. (R-Orc.j 27
Russell, R. (B-Ga.} - 52 Cotton, Ny(R-N.H.) . ) - 26
- Nelson, G. (D Wis.) o 51 Mcintyre, T. (D-N.H.) .26
. ¥ McGee, G.W.(D-Wyo.) ° . 50 ' Spackman,].(D-Ala.) 26
/ Pastore. ). (D-R.I) - 49, . Pell,C(D-RIJ. .. ' 25
" Young,.S."(D-Ohio) C 49,1 Ragleton, T. (D-Mq.) ~ 24
Burdick, Q. (D-N,D. ) 47 - Randolph,]. (Q-W .Va:) 24
Byrd, H. (D-Va.) . 46 Stevens, T.(R-Alaska) . 24
Case,C.(R-NJ) - " 46 Anderson C.(D-NM) 23
Symington, S. (D-Mp.) © 46  Grffvel, M. (D-Alaska) 21
* . _Fong H. (RJ-.Iawan) ' 45 . Mércalf, L. (D-Mont.) - 21
Fannin, P. (R- Ariz’ )’ ) . " 43 N Spong W.(D-Va.) " 31-_ -
Mathias, C.(R-Md.) " . 48, Jordan, L.(R: dghoy © . 200 v
Prouty, W. (R‘Vt‘:() - 43 Miller, J. (R-Towa) .2
. McGlellan ). (D-Atk) ', 42  Bible, A.(D-Nev) 19
Ribicoff, A. (D-Conn.) * 42 Talmadge, H. (D-Ga.) - 19
Montoya, . (D-N.M.) " - 41  Hansen, C.(R-Wyo~ ' 18
Bepnett, W, (R-Utah) - 40 " Boggs,J.C.(R-Del.) - 16
»Saxbe, W. (R-Ohio) - 40 Bellmon, H. (R;®kla.) 15
_ Smith, M.C.(R-Maine) 39 Young, M.(R-N.D.).’ 14
Ellender, A. (D-La.) .38  Jordan, B.E.(D-N.C.}° 10
Schweiker, R. (R-Pa.) 38 ¢ Tt
. . W& *

- Of the individual factors nraking up opportunity structure, size of
state (working through personal staff size) dropped conSiderably
but remained a factor in visibility for senators ofboth parties, espe-
cially for the Republicans. State size as a direct factor reverses, dis-

* appearing as an influence for Democrats and changing from a neg- -
ative predictor in the B9th, Congress to a moderatély strong positive
factor in the91st for Republicans. CGommittee leadership prestige
disappears as an, influerice ‘on Repubhcan visibility and weakens
consxderably for Democrats. Semorlty remams negllglblq for both
partnes (See Figure 4.)

~
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But the main finding in Figure 4 is that individual senatorial ac-
tivity is the predominant predictor of frequency of Associated: Press
coverage of individual senators. It is clear, though, that state size
(working through staff size) is a major céntributor to the level of ac- .
tivity of individual senators, whereas seniority and, comn'nttee
leadership positions have less impact on individual acu_vuy, espe-
cially. for Democrats. This pattern tends to hold for all four Con-
gresses included in this study, suggesting that the external- support
for a genator (in the form of a more populous state and a larger
staff) contributes more to ac vity and subséquent Associated Press

- coverage than does power wuil\n the Sefiate (in'the form of semonty
s and prestlglous committee leadershlp assxgnments) .
. 93rd Congress: 1973-74» Bitter disputes with the executive
branch by the 91st. Congres§ were pale by comparison with the
clashes with the President in’ the 93rd Congress, dominated by
Watergate. Election campaign x'eform., passage over the President’s
veto of a |imit to executive war powers, authorizagion of the Trans-
Alaska pipeline, debate about how to deal with the energy shortag’é
and challenges to the seniority system and Congressional reorgani-
zation wer€ Soon to be swept from the front pages by the all-con- |
' suining crisis of W&tergate + S
_ -As chairman of the- Senate Select Commlttee North Caroli
. * Senator Samj Ervin rose to the top of the list of most visible sed-
.ators, along with defense policy critic Henry Jackson. Kennedy,
" Mansfield, McGovern, Scott, and Humphrey followed, suggestmg
‘s the strong Democratic dominance of senatonal press coverage in

v the 93rd Congress. (See Table6.) P
* * . . \ )
: ’ : ‘ TABLE 6 :
Number of AP Appearances of Scnators.
. : . 93rd Congress (1973-74) »” .

' - ° . Appear | . - Appear
Name . 0 -ances Name S ances
Kennedy, E. (D-Mass.) 212 Humphrey, H, (D-Minn.) 121

+Mansfield, M. (D-Mont.) 203 . Muskie, E. (D-Maine) " 108
Jackson, H. (D-Wash.) 169 Ervin,§S. (D-N.C.) 106
M_cGO)ﬂ’n, G.(D-S.D) . 158 ° Proxmire, W. (D-Wis.) 1.03
Scott,"H. (R-Pa.) * - 152 javits,CR-N.Y.)‘ . 101
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Fulbright, ].W. (D-Ark.) 91 ~ Hatfield, M.O. (R-Ore.y 28

¢ Byrd, R.(D-W.Va) ~ 84 Stevenson, A. I1I (D-1U.) 28

o Mondale, W. (D-Minn.) 79 . . Byed,H.(I-Va.) ‘ 27

. Percy, C.(R-IIL) - 73 McGee, G. (D-Wyo.) 26

Tower, J. @R-Tex.) 70 Schweiker, R. (R-Pa.) 26

‘Church, F,(D-Idaho) - 69 Pastore,J.0. (D-R.1.) 25

Goldwater, B. (R-Ariz.) 68" Bellmon, H. (R-Okla.y 25

Eagleton, T. (D-Mg.) 64  Aiken, G.(R-Vt.) 23
+Griffin, R. (R-Mich.) 60 Thurmond, 8. (R-5.C.) - 23

Long, R.(D-La’) 56- °  Bartlett, D. (R-Okld.) 22

Stennis, J. (D-Miss.) 53 Bennett, W. (R-Utah) .22

) Cannon, H. (D-Nev.) 52 Curtis, C. (R-Neb.) 22

e Bayh, B. (D-Ind.) 50 Moss, F. (D-Utah) 22

i Hughes, H. ¢(D-lowa) 50 " Scott, W. (R-Va.) 22

Dole; R. (R-Kan.) 48° . Young,M.(R-N.D}) ° 22

McClellan, L (D-Ala.) 44 Clark, D. (D-lowa) )

- ) ~ Allen, J.B. (D-Ala.) 44 Biden, ]. (D-Del.) 19
' Bentsen, L. (D-Tgx.) « M Gurney, E. (R-Fla.) ' 19 .
‘Baker, H. (R-Tenn.) - " 43 Hpllings, E.(D-5.C.) 19 -

. Magnuson, W.(D-Wash.) - 43 Taft, R. Jr. (R-Ohio) 19

Brooke, B.(R-Mass.) 42 Fannin, P. (R-Ariz)) - 18

Symington, $: (D-Mo.) 41 Beall, ]. (R-Md.)’ 16

" ., Tunnéy, ]. (D-Cal.) 39 ‘Roth, W. (R-Del.) 16

Mathias, C. (R-Md.) 39 &Packwood. R.(R-Ore.) 15
* " Case,C:(R-NJ.) - McClure, ]. (R-Idaho) 45 .

Hartke, V. (D-Ind.) ;i 36 McIntyre, T. (D-N.H.) 14

Williams, H. (D-N.J.) 85 Stevens, T. (R -Alaska) 14

Cranston, A. (D-Cal.) 35 Randolph, J. (D-W.Va.) 13

Buckley, J. (R-N.Y.) 85 - Hansen, C.(R-Wyo.) 12

‘ Hruska, R. (R-Neb.) 34 Hathaway, W. (D-Maine) 12

Nelson, G. (D-Wis.) . 34 Inouye, D. (D-Hawaii) .12

Hart, P. (D:-Mich.) - 8% Chiles, L. (D-Fla.) 10

Sparkman, J. (D-Ala.) T~ 32 Fong, H. (R-Hawaii) .10

Ribicoff, A. (D-Conn.) 82 ~ Metcalf, L.(D-Mont.) . 10

Helms, ]J. (R-N.C.) 31 Haskell, F. (D-Colo.) 9

. " Cotton, N. (R-N.H.) 31 " Johnston, J. (D-La.) 9
Caok, M. (R-Ky.) 81 , Bible, A (D-Nev.) "8

Pell, C.(D-R.1.) 31 Nunn, S. (D-Ga.) 8

Eastland, J. (D-Miss.) 31 Domenici, P. (R-N.M.) 7

Dominick, P. (R-Colo.) 30 Stafford, R. (R-Vt.) 7

< Brock, B. (R-Tenn.) '’ 30 Montoya, J. (D-N.M.) 7

Talmadge:H. (D-Ga.) 30 Pearson; J. (R-Kan.) 6

Weicker, L. (R-Conn.) 29 °  Huddleston, W.(D-Ky.) * 5

Abourezk,]J.(D-S.D.) . . 28 Burdick, O. (D-N.D.) .. 4

Gravel, M. (D-Alaska) * 28
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Once again, activity is the most important predfc?or of Asso-
ciated Press coverage of individual senators, for all senators com-
bined and for Democrats. But state size increased dramatically as a
direct predictorof AP coverage for Republicans, dwarfing the in-
fluence of activity and suggesting that Republican senators from
populous statés had some special appeal to AP reporters, regardless
of thelr seniority or committee leadership positions. (See Figure 5.)
As in the 89th and 91st Congresses, state size and staff size are corre-
lated, making it difficult to sort out their individual conmbuuons
to AP visibility.

As in the other three Congresses studied, the Opportumty struc-
ture measures are much better predictors of senatorial activity for
Republicans (R*=.49) than for Democrats (R*=.11), suggesting
once again that the more, powerful Republican senators from the
more populous states tend to be the most active, whereas activity
among the Democrats is not so tied to external support. (state and
staff size) and Senate power positions. .

- -

Discusston and c oncluszons ' ‘ ’

Assocxated Press coverage of senators m\he four Congresses an-
alyzed in this report suggests that both opportunity structure (exter-
nal support from state and staff, as well as seniority and commmee
positions in the Senate) and individual senatorial activity are re-*

lated o the frequency with which senatorgpare covered by the AP,

but individual senatorial activity is generally a much stronger pre:
dictor of frequency of AP coverage than are the opportunity struc-

 ture measures, especially for Democrats.

The only Congress which devxates from this pattern is the 89th, in
which the size of a senator’s staff was the best predictor of AP cover-
age — for all seniators combined and for Republicans and Democrats
analyzed separately. In two other Congresses—the 83fd "and the
93rd —state size is equal to or stronger than acuvuy as a predictor of
A"/coverage for Republicans.

In general, the opportunity structure measures (especially state
size) were better predictors of both activity and Associated Press
coverage for Repubicans than for Democrats. The most active Re-

\
1]
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publican senators were likely to répresent the more populous states,
have larger staffs and have considerable seniority and prestigious

committee leadership assignments. In contrast, activity among
Democratic senators (and subsequént AP-coverage) was not nearly
as dependem upon state size, staff size, seniority arid committee
leadership positions.

In all four Congresses included in this study, the external support
.of a senator (state size and staff size) generally contributed more to
actmty and subsequent AP c0ver3ge than did power within the Sen-
ate (seniority and prestigious committee leadership posmons) This
suggests that senatorial activity (and subsequent press coverage) is
generally more dependent upon factors to some extent outside the
control of the Senate (such as populauen of state represented, size
‘of staff and individual senators’ initiative) than on factors that the
Senate itself is likely to control. ;This conclusion .is ¥urther rein-
forced by the findmg in all four Congresses that state size and staff
size (what we have termed external support) are generally nqt re-

lated to power with the Senate (as measured by semorlty and presti-

glous ‘committee leadership positions). . In fact, in a good many
“cases, external support and Senate power are negatively rclated
even if not very strongly so. - » ' -
These findings suggest that senators who are in positions of power
within the Senate are not necessarily those who are getting the most
frequent, wire service coverage. Rather, it is generally those senators
who are most active who are getting the most frequent AP coverage,
and those senators who are most active tend often to be those who

come from the most populous states.and have the largest staffs.

Of course, these conclusions hold more for Republicans than for’

Democrats (whose activity is less dependent on external support or
-Senate power), but nevertheless they still raise the possibility that
the senators being covered most frequently by the Associated Press
may be engaged in activities which are not the most important ones
in terms of the functioning of the Senate. Although we have data on
. only the frequency of coverage of individual serators, our findings
do suggest that the most senigr and powerful senators are not the
most active (and heavily covered) senators.

And, as the propornon of tota] Associated Press Senate coverage

W
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shifts in favor of the Democdrats.(from 44 9%, in .the 83rd Congress to
66% in the 93rd), it is even more likely that the most senior and
powerful senators are not the ones most likely to receive the most
frequent AP coverage. ) '

In addition, these findings are not unique to the Associated.

Press. The strong intercorrelations- with "AP visibility rankings

among the various other media analyzed'm the 89th, 91st and 93rd |

Congresses suggest that network television news, the maJor news
magazines and Eastern and Western prestige newspapers all-re-
sponded in a similar manner to the factors we studied. In fact, the
frequency rankings of all media Studied in the 89th, 91st and 93rd

Congresses were added together into ‘one visibility score for each

senator, and these data were used to retest our model of senatorial
press coverage. The results were nearly identical to those reported
here using only the Associated Press coverage. * ' d

In an attempt to provide a wide perspective on press coverage of
the Senate, personal interviews were conducted with seven prom-
inent Washington correspondents.” Three Associated Press report-
ers and two United Press Interpational correspondents working out
of the Senate Press Gallery, and two reporters for a large newspaper
chain, described Senate coverage and reacted to soc}:e of the Senate

visibility data. When shown a list of highly visible senators, the re-

porters explained the/resﬁlts in terms of many of the variables used
in the study—seniority, committee assignment and activity —but

' they added a host of individual differences and personality charac-

teristics. Presidential aspirations, an understanding of the press and
expertise were often cited.

The same kinds of explanations ernerged for low visibility sen-
ators, ‘but these senators also evoked a range of other comments:
“They don’t want to make news;” “They re a bland, faceless lot;”
“They re quiet or fearful of the press.’ '

None of the reporters mentioned senatorial staffs in thelr initial

| explanations of Senate coverage, byt when asked about it, all
_agreed that staffs were a key factor in reporting the Senate. They
'said staffs were consulted by reporters far more frequently than sen-

ators themselves and that the more persons on the staff, the more
areas a senator could specialize in.

Much more important than staff size was staff quahty. the report--

ers felt. A strong staff could make the difference in legislative effec-
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tiveness-and visibility. In additiony they reported that some senators

were particularly adept at usmg committee staffs for personal ag:-

grandizement. :

Press releases were in evidence everywhere in the Senate Press

Gallery—on bulletin boards, the reporters’ cluttered desks.and in*
the hands of some. All the correspondents agreed that the highly
visible senators churned out reams of paper, but they insisted this
alone did very little to affect coverage. They saw press release val-
ume as a function of greater activity—“aggressiveness” was a fre-
quent term used. Rarely do-press releases become news stories in
themselves, according to the correspondents, but they were viewed
as important for background, as explanations of bills and as gen-
eral reference matter. A UPI correspondent noted that a senator's

floor actjvity was likelier to make news if he also issued a supple- ‘

‘ mentary press release about it. A veteran AP reporter said; how-
ever, “It's an inevitable fact of life, the way we opcrat$w1th limited
staff. . . , thatthe meore speeches, press releases and other activities
* a senator turns out, the more coverage we give him.”

The reporters found plausible the: relationship between state sv‘ze
and visibility. Senators from big states have more “clout” and often

have presidential aspirations, they said. Ope of them noted that .

big-state senators approach the press differently than small-state
senators. He said big-state sgnators see the media as a key to their
reelection ;[hey cannot possibly shake hands with everybody the way
the smallstate.people can. .

All the reporters interviewed saw staff quality, committee work,
committee chairmanships afid what one of them termed “meaning-
ful activity on issues” as major determinants of media coverage. A
young UPI reperter said it was a simple matter of the “doers and the
non-doers,” adding, “1 honestly don't know what some senatorts do
“here!” " SR ,

I mglz'catz'om

Study of mass media coverage of U.S. senators during four Cen- *

_gresses‘in the last quarter-century suggests that being, high 'in the
Senate opportunity structure can, indeed, provide @ base from
which to attract national media exposure, especially for Republi-
cans. Buf the predictive power of the institutional sources of Senate

—

3
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. power suggested by Matthews and others apparently shifts from

Congress tQ Congfeés, and the forces' of events and indivig_iual sen-
atorial activity are more powerful in predicting press coverage.

‘The “new breed” of publicity-minded senators, whom Polsby sees
as commanding a power base through national constituencies cre- .

S ated in part by media coverage appears to be no recent phenom-
'e\non. They were just as evident —and perhaps more so—in the 83rd
Congress as in the 93rd. o *

This» work suggests that journalistic values of immediacy, con-
flict, event-oriented activity and personality-based action are much
more predictive of news coverage of the most powerful legislative

+ ' .body in the land than are the trappings of institutional power with-
in the"U.S. Senate. Positions of power obvicusly count in making
news, but the push and pull of events'and the journalists' concep- *
»  tions of news are more important, especially for Democrats.
In addition, it is doubtful that the Senaté leadership can substan-
* tially increase its already considerable leverage on press coverage

- J through dévelopment of a central staff devoted to press relations, as
the U.S. Commission on the Operation of the Senate recom-

. mended. The lure of individual senatorial activity, .with its poten- .
. tial for appealing to traditional news'values of conflict and imme-

- . . * ‘
diacy, is just too great. When the regularity and balance of Senate
pews improves, it will be the partaership of individual senators and
reporters that will do it. '

NOTES

-

1. Charles Bosley, “Senate Communications with the Public,” in Commission

" on the Operation of thé Senate, Senate Communications with the Public: A Com-

pilation of Papers (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977), p.

3. See also William . Hill, "Congressmen Flunk ‘Reporters on’Coverage of 94th

Congress,” Editor @ Publisher (December 18, 1976), p. 9. in which Hill reports

that gn overwhelming majority of congressmen agree that the press fails to report
Congress adequately. . ’

2. For an excellent discussion of the diffuse, fluctuating citizen support for

Congress, see Leroy N. Rieselbach, Cangressg'onal Politics (New, York: McGraw-

. " Hill Book Company, 1973),"pp. 221-24. Rieselbach ¢oncludes tﬁﬁat public support
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